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REMARKS 



The Examiner's Office Action mailed November 16, 2004, was received and its 
contents carefully reviewed Claims 1-4. 6-11, and 13-17 remain pending in th« present 
application. In response to the Office Action, Applicant amended the paragraph in the 
Specification beginning on page 3, line 19 to correa a minor informality. Applii* ant 
amended claims 8 and 15 to correct minor infomialities and amended claims 1, 7 14, 16, and 
17 to provide additional details regarding the targeting of activity states, events. i .nd tasks. 
Support for these amendments may be found throughout the specification and at east on 
page 12, lines 23-28 and page 16. lines 24-3 1. As such. Applicant respectfully si bmits that 
no new matter was introduced by these amendments. As now recited, claims 1-4 ! 6-1 1, and 
13-17 are currenUy pendmg and are believed to be in condition for allowance. A rplicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration of this application in light of the above amei tdments and 
the following remarks. 

A. Previous Correspondence 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for consideration of the RCE filed on Aug ist 20, 
2004, and for entry of Applicant's submission of August 20, 2004. 

B. Specification 

The Examiner objected to the Specification due to informaliUes on page 3. lines 19- 
20. By the above amendment to the paragraph in the Specification beginning on i age 3, line 
15, Applicant corrected the informality using the Examiner's suggestion in ordw (o put the 
Specification in the proper fonnat. Applicant respectfully requests that the previo is 
objection to the Specification be withdrawn. 

C. Claim Objections 

Claims 8 and 15 stand objected to due to informalities. By the above amei dment to 
claims 8 and 15, Applicant corrected the informalities using the Examiner's suggB itions in 
order to put the claims in proper format for examination. As such, Applicant resp^ ctfiiUy 
requests that the previous objections to claims 8 and 1 5 be withdrawn. 
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D. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S*C- § 103(a) j 

Claims 1-4, 7-11, and 13-17 stand rejected under 35 US.C. § 103(a), as feing 
unpatentable over Barkley U.S, Patent No. 6,088,679 (the ^679 patent) in view cjJOabbita et 
al. U.S. Patent No. 6,349,238 (the '238 patent) as indicated beghining on page 6?^f the 
November 16, 2004, Office Action. In view of the amendments provided abovei' ind the 
comments below. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdraw|^of this 
rejection. U 

Regarding claim 1, the present invention relates to a method for incorpoi^ing human- 
based activities in business process models. Amended claim 1 recites a method j[[ir creating a 
business process model, the method comprising defining an activity state where ijde activity 
State corresponds to a human-based or manual step. Claim 1 further recites idenjjfying a 
perfonner for the activity state and designating a task associated with the activit jUate as 
reassignable to indicate that the task may be moved between performers of the a<J*ivity state. 
Claim 1 also recites designating an additional task associated with the activity stj^ and 
applying the additional task to the aaivity state if the additional task is targeted tii^the activity 
state. Further, claim 1 recites conditionally transitioning out of the activity state ^^n 
completion of the tasks and \ • 

collecting reference data associated with the activity state. The targeting ensuiesl^at events 
do not get applied to the wrong state. For example, if the completion event for "iiview by 
director** were applied to 'Veview by manager." Please see page 16, starting at li^^ 24 of the 
present specification. ] ' 

In contrast, the '679 patent discusses a workflow management system thatjluses role- 
based access control (RBAC) to control access (see col. 3, lines 43-45). The •67< i patent 
appears to describe how to use a role as a group of performers of an activity. Thej *679 patent 
employs RBAC to sequence a set of operations and uses process definitions to specify 
workflow (see col. 4, lines 2-5). The RBAC system discussed in the '679 patent |i|rms the 
basis for enacting workflow and uses an individual's assigned roles to grant permfisions and 
access to a particular job assignment (see col. 4, lines 22-26), Similarly, the *238|^atent 
discloses means to coordinate the tasks and activities related to order processing al^ong 
various entities within a telecommunications company. ' j i 

However, neither the '679 patent nor the '238 patent disclose the step of t^geting 
events to specific activity states to erLsure that events do not get applied to the wr<^g state as 
recited in amended independent claim 1. The *679 patent manages workflow by (j^rfining 

li' 
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roles of individuals and groups where access to objects is managed by the organi: -.ation's 
structure (see col. 6, lines 23-27). Likewise, the '238 patent details business process modtb 
as workflow diagrams and uses Fixed and Round Robin distribution methods to g ssign wcA 
steps to paniciilar resources (see coL 10, lines 30-39). ' ' 

The *238 patent appears to suggest the computer system that executes the- .vorkflow 
process actively determines the status (e.g., completeness or rejection) of an activ ity by 
polling the computer system where the activity runs (see, for example, coL 10, lin e 66 to col. 
11, line 5). Conversely, the business process model of the present invention opejn des in 
direct opposition— the computer system where the activity runs notifies or sends >hc activity 
completion event to the computer system that executes the workflow process. Tii ; benefit of 
performing the business process in this fashion is that the workflow process does lot waste 
computation cycles in polling status, but handles the activity completion event on. y when 
such an activity has actually been completed. As a result, the business process nw del of the 
present invention is more efficient and scalable. Neither the '679 patent nor the 38 patent 
disclose supporting concurrent activity states in this fashion as recited in amend&j claim 1. 
Additionally, no disclosure is evident in the '679 patent nor in the '238 patent of i lentifying 
an additional task associated with the activity state and applying the additional ta« ; to the 
activity state if the task is targeted to the activity state as also recited in amended c laim 1. 

As such, Applicant respectfully submits that die cited references, both mdi ^dually 
and collectively, fail to disclose all the elements and limitations recited in amcnd^j. t claim 1 
of the present application. Further, neither the *679 patent nor the '238 patent pro- ride or 
suggest a motivation for one of ordinary skill in the an to combine any of the featt res and 
limitations of the associated references to arrive at the recited features and limitati- >ns of 
claim 1 of the present invention for identifying an additional task associated with t le activity 
state and applying the additional task to the activity state if the additional task is ta rgeted to 
the activity state as recited in claim 1, No suggestion or rationale, absent Applicar t's 
teachings, for deviating from the discrete systems and methods of the individual re ferences is 
evident. In establishing prima facie case of obviousness, it is incumbent upon tli i 
Examiner to provide a reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to 
modify a reference or to combine references to arrive at the claimed invention. Ris ;ort to 
Applicant's disclosure for such a reason would be impermissible hindsight The re quisite 
motivation must stem from some teaching, suggestion, or inference in the prior Bit, as a whole 
or from the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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For these reasons, no prima facie case of obviousness exists under 35 U.* LC. § 103, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is allowable over the cited references and 
requests that the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S,C, § 103 be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-4 and 6 depend upon claim 1. Therefore, claims 2-4 and 6 inch dc all the 
limitations of independent claim 1 while reciting additional features of a methoti of the 
present invention. For the reasons cited above with regard to amended indepencli ^nt claim 1. 
the cited passages of neither the *679 patent nor the '238 patent can be understoo i as 
disclosing all the elements and limitations recited in dependent claims 2^ and 6 * if the 
present application. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-4 and 6 are alio wable over 
the cited references and requests that the rejection of claim 2-4 and 6 under 35 U", S.C. § 103 
be withdrawn. 

With regard to amended independent claim 7, the present invention relate to a 
method for incorporating human-based activities in business process models. An tended 
claim 7 recites a method for providing a business process management system wl ere the 
method comprises receiving an event and causing a business process object to tra isition to an 
activity state corresponding to the event, where the activity state includes a data ;( ructure that 
comprises business process object reference data. Claim 7 further recites the stqD ^ of 
identifying one or more perforraens for the activity state and creating a task for eirii 
perfonner, the task designated as reassignable to indicate that the task may be trai sferred 
between performers of the activity state and the task further designated with a tim t limit 
indicating a deadline for completion of the task. Claim 7 also recites the steps of ipplying 
the task to the activity state if the task is targeted to the activity state; completing he task, 
where any changes made to the business process reference data during complctior of the task 
are collected; and updating the business process object reference data to incorporB te any 
changes that were made during execution of the activity state- 
As outlined above with regard to claim 1, the '679 patent, in contrast, disc isses a 
workflow management system that uses role-based access control (RBAC) to con rol access 
(see col. 3, lines 43-45). Further, the '679 patent employs RBAC to sequence a set of 
operatioxis and uses process definitions to specify workflow (see col. 4, lines 2-5). ' The 
RBAC system discussed in the '679 patent forms the basis for enacting Workflow md uses an 
individual's assigned roles to grant permissions and access to a particular job assij jmient (see 
col. 4, lines 22-26). Similarly, the '238 patent discloses means to coordinate the ti isks and 
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activities related to order processing among various entities within a telecommui ications 
company. 

However, neither the *679 patent nor the *238 patent disclose the step of applying the 
task to the activity state if the task is targeted to the activity state to ensure that er/ents do not 
get applied to the wrong state as recited in amended independent claim 7. 

Neither the ^679 patent nor the '238 patent disclose the step of identifying'; an 
additional task associated with the activity state and applyuig the task to the actiA ity state if 
the task is targeted to the activity state to ensure that events do not get applied to the wrong 
state as recited in amended claim 7, 

The *679 patent manages workflow by defining roles of individuals and |f roups where 
access to objects is managed by the organization's structure (see col. 6, lines 23-: 7), 
Likewise, the *238 patent details business process models as workflow diagrams ind uses 
Fixed and Round Robin distribution methods to assign work steps to particular re sources (sec 
col. 10, lines 30-39). No disclosure is evident of applying the task to the activity Uate if the 
task is targeted to the activity state as recited in claim 7. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the cited references, both individually and 
collectively, fail to disclose all the elements and limitations recited in amended cbim 7 of the 
present application. Further, neither the '679 patent nor the '238 patent provide cr suggest a 
motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine any of the features and I mitations 
of the associated references to arrive at the recited features and limitations of claim 7 of the 
present invention for applying the task to the activity state if the task is targeted tt : the 
activity state as recited in claim 7. No suggestion or rationale, absent Applicant's teachings, 
for deviating from the discrete systems and methods of the individual references i ; evident. 
In establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, it is incumbent upon the Exami ler to 
provide a reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to modUry a 
reference or to combine references to arrive at the claimed invention. Resort to A,t)pHcant's 
disclosure for such a reason would be impermissible hindsight. The requisite motivation 
must stem from some teaching, suggestion, or inference in the prior art as a whoh or from 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, 

For these reasons, no prima facie case of obviousness exists under 33 U.S. C. § 103. 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 7 is allowable over the cited references j nd 
requests that the rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 be withdrawn. 
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Claims 8-11 and 13-15 depend upon claim 7. Therefore, claims 8-11 and 13-15 
include all the limitations of independent claim 7 while reciting additional featur< $ of a 
method of the present invention. For the reasons cited above with regard to amci ded 
independent claim 7, the cited passages of the *679 patent and those of the *238 p itent cannot 
be understood as disclosing all the elements and limitations recited in dependent ;laims 8-11 
and 13-15 of the present application. Applicant respectfully submits that claims I :-ll and 13- 
15 are allowable over the cited references and requests that the rejection of claini 8-11 and 
13-15 under 35 U.S.C, § 103 be withdrawn. 

Amended independent claims 16 and 17 recite features similar to the st^' rf targeting 
events to specific activity states to ensure diat events do not get applied to the wii ng state as 
recited in amended independent claim 1 and claim 7. Amended claim 16 includs^' the 
additional feature where the targeting of the additional activity comprises at leasi one of 
naming a corresponding concurrent activity state and specifying an activity parait eter. 
Neither the *679 patent nor the *238 patent disclose this additional feature. As su ;h, 
Applicant respectfully submits that amended claims 16 and 17 as now presented i re 
allowable over the cited references and requests that the rejection of claims 16 an* 1 17 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103 be withdrawn. 

£* Conclusion 

In summary, the cited references fail to teach or suggest the claimed subj<i rt matter as 
now recited. Applicant respectfully submits that the application is in condition f<] - allowance 
and favorable aaion is solicited. If the Examiner feels that there are still outstand dig issues 
in this case, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned to discuss the same. 



MSK/JAP 

NIXON PEABODY LLP 
401 9^** Street, N.W, Suite 900 
Washington D.C, 20004 
(202) 585-8000 
(202) 585-8080 (Fax) 




Marc S. Kaufman 
Registration No. 35,212 
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